Both authors came from backgrounds of policy and practice in probation services from two countries -the Netherlands and England and Waleswith established organisational structures built up over decades and a wide range of juvenile offender programmes within residential and communitybased settings. Although we had not met before, our preliminary contact by phone and e-mail before the Turkish assignment, indicated that we had a similar value base in relation to the management and treatment of young offenders and the importance of maximising community support from both formal and informal sectors in society for children and their troubled families. We both saw the use of custody as a last resort for juvenile offenders in terms of sentencing.
Phase one: The first assignment: Drafting policy and setting the scene for inter-agency working
The resident twinning adviser sent us a briefing paper on policy and practice initiatives already undertaken by other European experts on services to victims and juvenile offenders in Turkey. The paper was a daunting read at first, as we struggled to understand the initiatives that had been undertaken within the Turkish context. Our immediate task was to work with six Turkish staff of different grades and disciplines on a mission policy statement on juvenile offenders that was to be agreed by the directors of the Turkish Probation Service (TPS) and transmitted to staff and other key beneficiaries in Turkey, including judges, prosecutors, social services, the prison service, the police, education and local authority heads of services. We were also expected to prepare the team for a conference at the end of the week on the benefits of inter-agency co-operation with leading public services managers from Ankara.
Although the prison service training headquarters in Ankara proved a fitting venue, we were apprehensive about what could be achieved in a short timescale with a group of practitioners and managers who, although enthusiastic, had a limited experience of probation work with juveniles in Turkey. Somey key documents such as the United Nations Beijing Rules on Juvenile Offenders, the Council of Europe Rules on Young Offenders and as well as the emerging Turkish National Standards on work with young offenders had been translated into English and Turkish.
As the Turkish group talked about their experience and aspirations for the TPS, it became clear that they welcomed an interactive style of debate that allowed them to express frustrations within their own service and identify some of the bureaucratic obstructions in relation to working with other public services in Turkey. We found that splitting into small groups enabled discussions to take place more easily than in the large group. Their experiences and assumptions were different from our own in many respects. For example, practitioners in the group had experience of seeing juvenile offenders in local offices, but had little understanding of intervening constructively with the families of such offenders. They had no formal knowledge of family dynamics and were poorly resourced in terms of systematic home visits to such families. Some European criminal justice expressions needed clarification as they did not easily translate into Turkish and vice versa. Not only did we debate linguistic difficulties but real differences in terms of instructions and practices between Turkish and European models. While the participants valued the collective experience of two European experts, they also wanted the mission statement to reflect their own priorities and views. It also had to capture the approval of the TPS directors, all of whom were seconded judges. Key phrases such as 'protecting the public',
